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I. INTRODUCTION 


More than 1.2 million arrests are made each year for 
drunken driving. 1 Unfortunately, for every drunken driver 
arrested, there are 2,000 others who are not. 2 It has been 
estimated that one of every ten drivers on the nation's 
streets and highways on any given weekend are drinking under 
the influence of alcohol, 3 

The accident and death rates attributable to DUI has 
been fairly well established. This connection has led to a 
growing concern about DUI offenders and their 
punishment/deterrence. However, considering the 
aforementioned statistics, it would seem clear that the 
deterrence factor has not been established in regard to the 
DUI offender. 

In an effort to establish this deterrent, a practice 
from colonial America is being revived in some parts of 
modern America. Shaming or humiliating the DUI offender in 
public is a punishment being used in Midwest City, Oklahoma. 
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Origins of the Program 


In the fall of 1984, representatives of Mothers Against 
Drunk Driving (MADD) attended a meeting of the Midwest City 
Traffic Safety Board, Midwest City has several "citizen 
action" boards to advise the city government on various 
activities of ongoing interest. These boards, composed of 
civic minded individuals, provide concerned citizens a 
direct channel of communication to the Midwest City 
municipal government. 

MADD proposed a new form of punishment for the DUI 
offender—a bumper sticker that would be affixed to the DUI 
offenders vehicle. With the recommendation of the board, and 
the enthusiastic support of Midwest City Municipal Judge, 
Ken Spears, and the Midwest City Police Department, the 
concept was implemented at the beginning of the next year. 

A convicted drunken driver in Midwest City may face 


jail, a 

f i ne 

or a 

bumper sticker that 

reads, " 

I am a 

convicted 

DUI 

driver 

. Report any erratic 

driving 

to the 

Midwest 

City 

Pol ice 

", The stickers are 

issued 

either 


separately or in conjunction with other penalties. 4 Under 
the court's rules, the bumper sticker must be displayed for 
six months. During this time the Midwest City police check 
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the odometer to make sure the car Is actually being driven 
and seen on the road. 

Not surprisingly, this form of punishment is 
controversial. Currently a $5.5 million civil rights lawsuit 
challenging Midwest City's bumper sticker program is under 
litigation in U.S. District Court. 

This paper will examine four major areas. First, the 
problems that drinking drivers pose. Second, the traditional 
means of dealing with DUI offenders. Third, the Midwest City 
program, which will analyze the premise and the 
effectiveness of the program. Lastly the legal ramifications 
of this form of punishment will be examined. 
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Notes 


1- Alva W. Stewart. The Drinking Driver and Highway 

Safety: A Bibliographic Survey . Public Administration 
Series, Vance Bibliographies, 1983 : 3. 

2- Ipifl, 

3- Ibid. 

4- Nigel Sellars. "DUI Car Stickers Lauded." The Daily 

Ok 1 ahoman . June 17, 1985. 
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II. THE PROBLEM OF DRUNK DRIVING 


A variety of statistics Indicate that drunken driving 
has become a leading health threat in America today. For 
example, in the decade from 1973 to 1983, an estimated 
250,000 Ameridans, roughly five times the number killed in 
the Vietnam War, have met death in a 1 coho 1-re 1ated crashes. 1 
It has been estimated that excessive drinking is involved in 
over one-half of the motor vehicle associated fatalities in 
the United States.2 

Several studies have conclusively shown the link 
between drinking drivers and a variety of health problems. A 
recent review at the Maryland Institute for Emergency 
Medical Services showed that 51 percent of 806 victims of 
automobile trauma had been drinking alcohol, 78 percent were 
legally intoxicated.3 

Alcohol in the blood has been identified as an 
important correlate of serious and damaging accidents. 4 Five 
North American studies conducted between the 1930s and the 
1960s, showed that concentrations of alcohol greater than 
.05 percent in the blood are associated with important 
increases in crash probabilities.^ An analysis of the impact 
of alcohol as an underlying cause of death in Wisconsin 
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showed a significant Increase between 1963 and 1977 In the 
frequency deaths associated to alcohol. 6 

The way alcohol physiologically affects the ability to 
drive has been well documented. A recent study administered 
alcoholic drinks over a half-hour period and measured the 
experimental group's reactions in a driving simulator. 7 
Numerous measures showed significant impairment due to 
alcohol. 8 In addition, the study indicated that the use of 
alcohol in conjunction with other drugs further impaired 
reaction abilities. 9 

Alcohol acts as a depressant that influences judgment. 
Drinkers often experience an expansive feeling of well-being 
and feel themselves to be in complete control. 10 Tests have 
shown that higher levels of alcohol in the bloodstream 
increase the level of confidence of an individual's ability 
to drive well. 11 

Public opinion concerning drunk driving has evolved in 
recent years. Traditionally the drunken driver has been seen 
as a comic figure or dismissed with a "boys will be boys" 
attitude. 12 These attitudes are reinforced by the fact that 
a majority of adult Americans sometimes drive after some 
drinking. 13 
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In recent years however, these attitudes have changed. 
Public Interest groups such as MADD (Mothers Against Drunk 
Driving) and SADD (Students Against Drunk Driving) have 
brought effective pressure on state and federal officials to 
take action. During the period June 1, 1981 to May 1982, 

twenty-two states enacted tougher drunken driver laws.14 

Although these laws are aimed at alcohol abuse, the 
laws stem from a much broader change in American 
attitudes.Lawson Crowe, professor of philosophy at the 
University of Colorado states, "The notion is gaining that 
intervention in others people's lives is more 
1 egltImate...(when) other people's behavior Impinges on our 
personal liberty".16 Sanford Schwartz, assistant professor 
at the University of Missouri, also argues: 

I don't think the drinking-and-driving problem 
is significantly more serious than it was a 
decade ago... We're just wearing different 
spectacles. Society is saying, we're getting 
tired of getting killed by drunk drivers. 17 

In Oklahoma, a recent study indicates that Oklahoma 

drinkers are increasingly negative about drinking and 

driving.I 0 The general public (both drinkers and 

nondrinkers) have a very negative view of this behavior. 19 
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Oklahoma public opinion generally has been consistant with 


national attitudes about alcohol. Representative of this 
change in public opinion is the evolution of the popular 
media concerning this issue. 

An interesting study presented at the 1986 
International Communication Association Convention, 
documented this evolution. The study conducted a 
quantitative frequency analysis of print stories cited by 
the Readers 7 Guide to Periodicals from January 1955 through 
December 1985.20 The s tudy examined three time periods; the 
ten years before the creation of the Department of 
Transportation (1955-1966); the Department of Transportation 
period (1967-1979); and the period following the creation of 
"Mothers Against Drunk Driving" or MADD (1980-1985). 21 

The study found that the first stage (Pre-DOT) was 
characterized by little governmental activity and the 
periodical's attention to the issue was sketchy. 22 

During the Pre-DOT stage, drunken driving had 
been identified as a problem by both the 
Congress of the United States and the nation's 
print periodicals.(but).... it had not reached 
the status of a political issue. 23 

In 1967 the Department of Transportation was created. 
The following period, between 1967 and 1979, saw the 
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establlshment 
publicat ions 
However, the 
attention. 25 


of a systematic routine of governmental 
concerning alcohol and traffic safety.24 
private sector media gave the issue scant 


The attention of the nation's periodicals 

increased only slightly... The magazine writers 
had found a centralized-bureaucratized source, 

Out the “drunk driving story" became "old news", 
and interest waned after that time.26 

With the advent of the MADD organization publicity 

concerning drinking and driving entered a whole new phase. 
The authors discovered that governmental publications 
increased by 16 percent over the preceding period, while 
periodical articles increased by 36.7 percent. 27 

MADD was created in 1980 by Candy Lightner following 

the death of her 13-year-old daughter Cari by a hit-and-run 
drunk driver. 28 Lightner was successful in turning the 

drunk-driving issue from a troubling statistic to a moving 
human Interest story. Lightner's experience was even 
depicted in an NBC made-for-te1evision movie; "Mothers 
Against Drunk Driving: The Candy Lightner Story. 29 By 1985, 
MADD had organized 340 chapters in 47 states and claimed 
600,000 supporters. 80 
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The Importance of MADD cannot be overestimated. Through 
their efforts, drunk driving as an Issue has taken on an 
Increased urgency. Perhaps more Importantly, MADD has 
channeled this urgency Into the policy-making arena. 
Policy-makers have been faced with Increasing pressure to 
take some form of action to deal with this problem. 
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III. PAST METHODS OF DEALING WITH DUI 


It has been over fifty years since alcohol has been 
recognized as a major factor in highway safety. 1 However, 
legislation, the courts and police enforcement have been 
Inconsistent in dealing with this problem. Underlying this 
inconsistency are the conflicting attitudes within our 
society towards drinking and driving. 

There are several reasons that partially account for 
this phenomenon. Joseph R. Gusfield, in his excellent book 


Drin k in g _Drlvlng_an3_the_SyjnbgJ jg_Order, points to the 

"antisocial character of drinking-driving". 2 This perception 


is based on incidents where "innocent people" are killed at 
the hands of a drunken driver. Thus, just being drunk behind 


the wheel should be a crime, regardless of any improper or 
erratic driving. 3 in Gusfleld's words: “To drive after 


drinking is, then, to show disregard for others. It takes 


risks not only with self but with society". 4 

This attitude is offset somewhat by the perception of 
the degree of responsibility one has for his or her actions. 
In a typical drunk driving offense an offender premises his 
plea on "diminished responsibility" for his actions. This 
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perception can account for some of the surprisingly light 
penalties handed down to drunk drivers. 

Contributing to this problem is the contemporary plea 
bargain. The more severe the penalty, the more unlikely that 
it will be imposed. Prosecutors and judges will try to get a 
guilty plea, but they can offer in return is a lesser 
sentence. The more severe the sentence, the greater the 
bargaining power of the accused, and the greater the 
likelihood that he will be charged with a lesser offense. 
Extremely long mandatory minimum sentences do not always 
strengthen the hand of society; they often strengthen the 
hand of the criminal instead. 5 

A related item is a Judge's reluctance to hand down a 
overly harsh penalty that could affect a person's 
livelihood. 6 Midwest City Municipal Judge Ken Spears 
expressed this viewpoint: "In these troubled economic times 
do we really want to deprive an individual's, and possibly 
his families livelihood by a mandatory thirty jail 
sentence?" 6 

It is these contradictory factors that influence any DUI 
policy. It is in this context that any DUI initiative should 
be evaluated and assessed. Over the the past several years 
many different approaches have been taken to deal with this 
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problem. These Initiatives have fallen into four major 
categories; Mandatory Jail sentences, DUI education schools, 
raising the drinking age and sobriety checkpoints. This list 
is not totally comprehensive; recent initiatives such as 
"dramshop" liability (where liquor outlets are liable for 
the al cohol-re Iated offenses of their customers) are 
relatively new and have not been assessed. 

Mandatory Jail Sentences 

In an effort to deter drunk driving, or at least 
temporarily remove a danger from 'the road, many governing 
entities are prescribing mandatory jail time for the DUI 
offender. Many states and localities have adopted what 
former Kentucky Governor John Y. Brown describes as a 
"slammer bill" requiring everyone convicted of drunken 
driving, Including first offenders, to spend a a day or two 
in jail.7 Studies conducted to assess the impact of 
mandatory jail sentences have shown mixed results. An 
example of this contradiction are studies that have been 
conducted in Washington and Minnesota. 

In 1979 Washington State passed a toughened drinking 
while intoxicated (DWI) law. The major provisions of this 
law were mandatory jail sentences and a toughened definition 
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of what constitutes DWI.8 -p^g j aw required a mandatory jail 
sentence of one day for the first conviction and seven days 
for a second or subsequent offense. 9 The effectiveness of 
the law was assessed by comparing the post-conviction 
driving records of persons convicted under this law with the 
records of individuals convicted under the previous law. 10 

Individuals convicted under the provisions of this law 
had higher accident rates and drunk driving recidivism rates 
than individuals convicted under the previous law. 11 The 
study concluded that mandatory jail sentences may fail to 
deter subsequent acts of drunk driving. 12 

In contrast, a recent study of mandatory jail sentences 
in Minnesota concluded that mandatory jail sentences can be 
successful. The object of the study was Hennepin County, 
Minnesota, where the municipal Judges collectively decided 
that they would start sentencing all convicted first time 
alcohol-related offenders to serve two days in jail. 13 
Through a time series analysis it was found that Hennepin 
County had a statistically significant average monthly 
reduction of thirty-five nighttime injury accidents 
coincidential with the adoption of the policy, which 
represented a 20 percent reduction .compared to the 
pre-policy monthly average. 14 
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How does one explain the different conclusions? It is 
interesting to note that the Washington study and the study 
conducted in Minnesota use different criteria to assess the 
success of the mandatory Jail program. The Minnesota study 
stressed DUI accidents, while the Washington study 
emphasized individual accident rates and drunk driving 
recidivism. When the same criteria are applied to doth 
studies, consistent results emerge. DUI related accidents 
fall, while DUI arrests rise. This suggests that an 
Increased level of DUI enforcement coincides with the 
tougher penalties, which Increases the recidivism rates of 
offenders while reducing the number of accidents. Thus, no 
behavior modification has occured, and any success has been 
achieved through the physical removal of the DUI driver from 
the road. 

DUI Education School 

Another approach to drunken driving is to sentence DUI 
offenders to attend DUI education classes. The premise of 
this kind of sentence is to re-educate rather than punish 
the offender. These schools generally try to provide 
information on the consequences of drinking and driving, and 
to help offenders develop counter measures for their 
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Individual problems with the goal of decreasing repeat 

offenses.IB, 

A recent study attempted to ascertain the effectiveness 
of a Florida County alcohol "safe driving" education school. 
The study's surprising conclusion was that drinking drivers 
who had participated in safe driving education had h1aher 
Incidents of traffic violations and accidents than the 
control group that did participate In the education 

program.16, 

A related study discredits the traditional 
knowledge-deficit model of DUI prevention, education, 
rehabl11 tat 1 on.17 This data indicate that DUI offenders know 
basic facts about alcohol but lack knowledge about beverage 
equivalencies and how to judge legal Intoxication. 

This suggests that programs might be more useful 
If they taught skills for accurately monitoring 
absolute alcohol consumption....participants may 
benefit from learning specific cognitive, 
behavioral and affective skills that they can 
apply to prevent, or cope with, situations In 
which they are likely to drive while 

intoxicated.19 

Raising the Drinking Age 

In July 1982 the National Transportation Safety Board 
recommended that states raise the legal drinking age In an 
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effort to reduce DUI related fatalities.20 j n j u iy 1984 
federal legislative was enacted that would withhold a 
portion of federal highway grants to states that have not 
passed a minimum drinking age of twenty-one.21. i n response, 
several states. Including Oklahoma, raised their legal 
drinking age from eighteen to twenty-one. 

Studies support the proposition that raising the 
drinking age will reduce DUI related fatalities. One such 
study examined the effects of raising the drinking age in 
Michigan. In December 1978, Michigan raised the legal age 
for all alcoholic beverages from eighteen to twenty-one.22. 
Over the subsequent twelve months there was a 22 to 28 
percent reduction In the number of young drivers Involved in 
a 1cohol-related crashes.23 a follow-up study six years later 
revealed long-term effects similar to the initial twelve 
month Improvement .24 t over the six year Interval, police 
reported drinker/drlver crash Involvement was down 19 
percent,25 # 

In September 1981, Texas raised Its legal age for 
drinking from 18 to 19 for all types of alcoholic 
beverages.26 a time-series Intervention analysis revealed 
that serious Injury crashes among eighteen year old drivers 
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declined 10.8 percent, and drivers nineteen and over 
experienced no significant change. 27 

The senior author of both studies, Alexander C. 
Wagenaar, concludes: "The research evidence (Indicates) that 
an Increase In drinking age from eighteen to twenty or 
twenty-one lowers the incidence of traffic crashes among 
young alcohol-impaired drivers". 28 

Sobriety Checkpoints 

Many governing entitles now employ sobriety checkpoints 
in an effort to combat drinking drivers. Typically, a 
sobriety checkpoint stops every vehicle, and a law 
enforcement officer makes a Judgment concerning his or her 
level of sobriety. 29 If the police officer has doubts about 
the Individual's sobriety, the driver of the vehicle may be 
subjected to a field sobriety test. 30 Depending on the 
results of this test a driver may be arrested for DUI. 

Recent studies suggest that sobriety checkpoints are 
effective in removing druken drivers from the road. However, 
no Individual deterrent effect has been established. A 1986 
study of sobriety checkpoints in Orange County, California 
estimated that 20 percent of all legally Intoxicated drivers 
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were removed from the road through the use of sobriety 
checkpoints. 31 


Summary 

Collectively, the studies examining the sanctions and 
initiatives against drunken drivers reveal a clear pattern. 
The aforementioned initiatives reveal the difficulty in 
significantly modifying the behavior of the drinking driver. 
The marginal improvements have been accomplished through the 
physical removal of the drunken driver from the road or 
restricting the availability of alcohol (like raising the 
the drinking age). The results might be summarized as 
follows: 


Has successfully reduced the the number of alcohol related 
deaths/1ncldents. 


1) Higher recidivism rates among Jailed drivers. 


2) DUI arrests rise. 


Conclusion: Success achieved through the physical removal of 
the drinking driver. Deterrence is not achieved; 
rehabilitation is doubtful. 


Higher recidivism rates than the control group. 


Conclusion: Alcohol education programs have little or no 
positive effects: education format may be 
seriously flawed. 
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Successful In reducing alcohol related Incidents In the 
affected group. 

Conclusion: Legally prohibiting liquor does provide an 
element of deterrence; rehabilitation not 
applicable. A widespread application of this 
approach has been tried before and was found 
politically unacceptable. 

Sobri et y Ch ecKppi ntg 

Successfully removes Intoxicated drivers from the road. 
Conclusion: No deterrence or rehabilitation Indicated. 

The traditional means of dealing with DUI is deficient 
In the areas of deterrence or rehabilitation. A 
comprehensive 1974 study supports this proposition. The DUI 
sanctions of probation, fines and educational programs were 
examined collectively In Denver, Colorado. Strong evidence 
was obtained that neither fines, nor conventional probation, 
nor therapeutic measures used by the courts have any 
rehabilitative effect.32 

The Midwest City initiative of DUI deterrence through 


huml1lation 

attempts 

to address this 

deficiency. 

The 

next 

sect 1 on 

wl 1 1 

examlne 

the premise of 

this policy 

and 

the 

reasons 

why 

this initiative might 

prove successful 

1 n 


addressing this problem. 
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IV. PREMISE OF THE MIDWEST CITY PROGRAM 


The underlying premise of the bumper sticker punishment 
is deterrence through attitudinal change, meaning that the 
attitudes of potential DUI offenders are modified to affect 
changes in outward behavior and actions. One theory that 
explains how attitudinal behavior can be affected is the 
theory of "cognitive dissonance". 

In 1957 Leon Festinger developed the theory of 
cognitive dissonance, which is based on the relationship 
between two cognitive elements. 1 According to Festinger 
cognitive elements include attitudes, values, behaviors, 
perceptions and knowledge.2 Festinger believes that people 
want cognitive elements to exist in harmony or "consonance". 
When two or more opposing cognitive elements exist, a state 
of psychological discomfort or "cognitive dissonance" 
occurs. It is Festinger's belief that individuals will 
modify their beliefs, attitudes or behavior to maintain a 
state of cognitive consonance or balance. 

A good illustration of this principal is Fritz Heider's 
"balance theory". Heider created a triad in which the basic 
elements involved are the focal person CP), another person 
(0), and an object or idea or event <X). 3 As with cognitive 
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I 


dissonance, balance theory holds that everyone desires 
balance or a state of harmony.4 i n practice Heider's theory 
can operate In two different ways. Balance can exist If all 
three relations are positive In all respects, or If two of 
the relations are negative and one Is positive. 5 Imbalance 
occurs in situations that consist of one negative relation 
and two positive relations or three negative relations. 6 In 
some respects it is easier to explain balance theory in 
algebraic terms, in which an even number of negative 
variables express a positive relationship and an odd number 
of negative variables would constitute a state of unbalance. 

In the context of the DUI bumper sticker punishment, 
the focal point would be the DUI offender <P>, the other 
person would represent public opinion <0), and the bumper 
sticker would represent the event (X). 
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In theory, the DU I offender CP) would value public opinion 
CO). In turn public opinion would express disapproval of 
the DUI bumper sticker and a state of Imbalance occurs. At 
this point the DUI offender has more than one option which 
could restore balance. The offender could decide he Cshe) 
does not care about public opinion and continue to drink and 
drive. This scenario would produce the following 
conflguratIon: 



C -) 
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Intuitively It can be argued that the more likely outcome of 
this Imbalance would the modification of the DUI offender's 
attitude towards drinking and driving. 



In this scenario the DUI offender favors public opinion over 
drinking and driving. Thus, balance is achieved through a 
shared distaste of the DUI bumper sticker. 

An alternative hypothesis has been advanced by Richard 
Reardon of the University of Oklahoma. Reardon contends that 
any underlying success of such a program is not necessarily 
dependent on the "humiliation factor" .7 Reardon observes 
that "It's not so much the humiliation than the Increased 
observance" of the DUI offender's behavior that provides the 
premise of the program. 8 Thus, the program increases the 
number of people policing the DUI offender's behavior. 
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Reardon does not completely discount the "humiliating" 
aspects of the program. Status conscious Individuals would 
be sensitive to this form of punishment. In this scenario 
the bumper sticker would have the effect of being 
"unpleasant all the time" as opposed to the short term 
discomfort of a fine or a night In Jail. Reardon concluded 
that the bumper sticker can lead to long term behavioral 
change. 

Comments from bumper sticker participants tend to 
support both the "humiliation" and the "increased 
observance" hypothesis. In February 1985, Delmar Warren was 
ordered to place the DUI bumper sticker on his car. 9 Warren 
commented that the main problem he encountered with the 
bumper sticker was other motorists being discourteous or 
laughing at him. 10 

Tommy King, who participated in the program in 1986, 
commented; 

Well, (Its been) a little bit humiliating at 
times. When friends and people ask me about It, 
they always have me go Into the story about what 
has happened to me. It's Just been a little bit 
embarrassing . 11 
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A survey of freshman college students revealed 
additional reasons why the bumper sticker program could be 
successful. Table 1 provides the results of this survey. 



Samp 1e = 60 
Ma1e = 36 

Female = 24 

Response to the question; "Have you ever operated a motor 
vehicle in a unsafe (drunken) state?" 

Males (yes) = 52.7% 

Females = 38.5% 

Total » 46.6% 

If you had the choice of these punishments, which would you 
choose? 

Male; bumper sticker = 44.4% 

fine(S300) = 55.5% 

jail = 0.0% 

Female; bumper sticker = 33.3% 

f1ne($300) = 62.5% 

jail = 4.2% 

Why did you choose the bumper sticker? (open-ended question, 
multiple responses are included). 

Economic reasons =11 

Easier form of punishment = 7 

Rehabilitative purposes = 6 

Civic duty/Public service = 6 

Scared of jal1 =5 

Don't care about public opinion = 2 

Could circumvent the punishment = 2 

Why did you not choose the bumper sticker? (open-ended 
question, multiple responses are Included). 


Everybody would know (embarrassment) = 27 

My driving is always erratic = 3 

Would affect my personal life = 2 

Matter of principal (would violate my rights) = 2 

Hate any bumper sticker = 2 

Not a appropriate punishment = 1 




The survey gave respondents a choice of three 
punishments If they were apprehended on a DUI offense. In 
addition the survey sought to determine the reasons for 
their choice. It should be noted that the Midwest City 
punishment did not always give the offender these precise 
options. Midwest City Municipal Judge Ken Spears felt that 
the options given to each offender should be tailored to the 
circumstances of each case. However, in general these were 
options available to the DUI offender. 

It should be stressed that even though this was not a 
scientific survey, the results are suggestive. First, the 
sample group does represent a target group of the Midwest 
City punishment— potential youthful first-time DUI 
offenders. The "potential" Is based on a sizable number of 
the respondents admission of driving under the influence 
(46.6%). 

The deterrent aspect of the bumper sticker can be based 
on the majority who responded that they would not choose the 
bumper sticker If they had a choice. The huge underlying 
reason for this choice was the "public humiliation" aspect 
of the punishment. 

A sizable number of the respondents did choose the 
bumper sticker. A plurality of the responses cited economic 
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reasons as the prime reason for their choice of the bumper 
sticker. Either the fine was Judged as too extreme, or the 
Jail term would be too disruptive to their employment. Thus, 
the bumper sticker could be criticized as being biased 
against the economically disadvantaged, while the 
financially secure Individuals might be able avoid the 
punishment altogether. However, this argument has yet to 
materialize in the public debate or In the court cases 
related to the punishment. 

An unanticipated response was the sizable number of 
respondents who would choose the bumper sticker for its 
rehabilitative effects. A number respondents explained that 
this form of punishment would put them on the straight and 
narrow, which Is their eventual goal. In addition, a number 
of respondents thought It would be their civic duty and a 
public service to choose the bumper sticker. Their selection 
of the bumper sticker would help spread the message of the 
dangers of drinking and driving. It is possible that 
youthful Idealism can explain this response. If this 
explanation Is correct a powerful motivating force is not 
being used by conventional punishments. 

Finally, It Is Interesting to note the apparent “gender 
gap" In the responses. A significant number of female 
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respondents would avoid the bumper sticker punishment as 
opposed to their male counterparts. Conventional male/female 
stereotypes might explain this result: women in general are 
more "status conscious" than men, and would 
avoid the bumper sticker punishment in greater numbers. 
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V. PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 


The effectiveness of the Midwest City bumper sticker 
program can be assessed on the micro and macro level. The 
micro level would compare cumulative recidivism rates of DUI 
offenders who had received the bumper sticker versus DUI 
offenders who received various conventional punishments 
(fines or prison ). A macro assessment would compare Midwest 
City DUI trends with other related DUI trends outside of the 
city. 

Data for the entire population of Midwest City DUI 
offenders were gathered covering the period February 1, 1985 
to March 9, 1987. From this population the recidivism rates 
of bumper sticker participants versus conventional 
punishments are shown In table 2: 

Table 2 

Recidivism Rates of Midwest City DUI offenders 


Total of 722 DUI offenders. 

Conventional punishment = 661 recidivism = 78 
Bumper Sticker punishment = 61 recidivism = 1 
Bumper Sticker recidivism = 1.6% 

Conventional Punishment recidivism = 11.8% 

A seven fold <7.375x) higher rate of recidivism with 
conventional punishment. 
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It should be noted that these statistics may be somewhat 
skewed. Both populations suffer from se1f-se1ect1 on factors. 
Offenders have a choice of punishments, thus people who 
choose the bumper sticker may bepredisposed toward 
se1f-rehabl11 tat Ion, as Indicated earlier in the survey. In 
addition, the options of punishments vary from case to case. 
Data were not available to determine the characteristics of 
each population group. Despite these validity problems a 

7 Q Q% _impra.ygmeiU_in c&q 1 dLyj_sni. nales_is. wo rt h n o.una.dnd 

m yi tes fu rther in ves tigation a nd e x per imenta Li o n. 

To assess the macro effects of the bumper sticker 
program, it is useful to plot a variety of time series 
graphs to identify any pronounced trends before or after the 
introduction of the bumper sticker punishment. 

Figure 1 (see following pages) plots the trend over 
time of alcohol-re 1ated accidents in relation to total 
accidents In Midwest City. As the graph shows the ratio of 
a 1cohol-re 1ated accidents in relation to total accidents has 
gradually fallen in recent years. However, it would be 
difficult to attribute the drop to the bumper sticker 
punishment. Other factors, such as raising the drinking age 
or changes in the liquor laws might equally explain the 
downward trend. Figure 2 would tend to support this 
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explanation. The graph shows the Midwest City trend 
generally reflects a statewide decline In the ratio of 
alcohol-re 1ated accidents to total accidents. 

Figure 3 Illustrates that on a percapita basis the 
number of alcohol related Incidents in Midwest City Is much 
lower than the rest of the State. It should be noted that 
"DUI incidents" incorporate a greater variety of DUI 
offenses than "alcohol related accidents". Figure 4 compares 
Midwest City to the neighboring "sister" city of Del City. 
It should be noted that both cities share similar 

i 

demographics and have a combined school district. The graph 
illustrates that Midwest City in contrast to Del City has a 
general downward trend in DUI incidents per capita. This 
difference may be the result of differing levels of 
enforcement, but the DUI bumper sticker (Del City has no 
such program) cannot be discounted and it may be a 
significant variable. 
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Another method of assessing the macro effects of the 
DUI bumper sticker would be a difference of means test. This 
test would compare the population of DUI per capita before 
the bumper sticker and the population after the bumper 
sticker punishment was Introduced. 

A box plot of the data reveals several outlying values 
and a right skewed population. The right skewed population 
is the result of this kind of statistic, which produces no 
negative values. The sample size was not sufficient to 
establish a normal distribution of positive values. Based on 
these limitations a W11 coxon-Mann-Wh1tney rank sum test 
would provide a statistical means to determine the 
significance of the DUI punishment.12 


43 


1. H 0 : (monthly) DUI In MWC Is unaffected by bumper sticker program. 

Hj: (monthly) DUI In HVC is decreased by the bumper sticker program. 

2. Use a two sample t-test on ranks. 

3. Assumptions; 

1) Samples are Independent 

2) Samples are randan 

3) Distribution functions are Identical except for different means. 

4. Test statistic 

3p 2 = (n x - 1 )s 2 R x + <n y - 1) s 2 R y 
n x + n y - 2 

t R 3 _ Jx.Zll _ 

Sp (l/n x + l/n y )^ 2 

where population of x = after bumper sticker program. 

Sp 2 * (24 - 1) 126.104 + (26 - 1) 257.956 
24 + 26 - 2 
= (194.815) 1/2 
= 13.958 

T R * 21.021-29.635 

13.958 (1/24 + 1/26)^ 2 
= -2.180 

5. Decision (one tailed test) 

Reject H 0 if T R < t anx + ny - 2 

^ 99 48 3 2, 4066 9 = 0.01 

t !976.48 » 2.0106 9 = 0.025 

6. Conclusion: One would be Incorrect only two times in one hundred 
concluding that the mean DUI/caplta/month Is less after the bumper sticker 
program. 
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This procedure can be used for all sample sizes and all 
distributions, although the t-distrlbution is only a 
approximation to the exact distribution of T Ri 13 In addition 
the two population distributions do not share the exact same 
characteristics. The time period examined covers 50 weeks, 
with the bumper sticker intervention occurring in the 26th 
week. Thus, both population groups consist of 25 weeks. 
However, immediately preceding the study period the age for 
purchasing liquor in Oklahoma was raised to 21. The effects 
of this event on both sample populations is hard to 
determine and ultimately clouds the results of our 
statistical method. 

in summary, an analysis of available data does not 
preclude the possible positive effects of a bumper sticker 
punishment. On the macro level DUI trends in Midwest City 
are on the decline. Whether this result is due to the 
publicity/deterrent effects surrounding the bumper sticker 
is still open. On the micro level bumper sticker 
participants have had si anlf i can 11v lower recidivism rates 
as opposed to conventional forms of punishment. However, 
se1f-seiection factors and sentencing patterns may provide 
an alternative explanation of this result. 
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VI. LEGAL ASPECTS OF THE HUMILIATION PUNISHMENT 


The concept of punishment through humiliation has 
raised several legal questions in the area of criminal and 
constitutional law. Some of the questions concern whether 
the bumper sticker sentence exceeds judicial authority. 
Constitutional objections have centered on the Eighth 
Amendment concerning cruel and unusual punishment. 

Given that the bumper sticker punishment is still 
relatively new, few legal precedents have been set. As of 
this writing there have been two major cases. 1 In Florida 
the punishment was challenged on the state judicial level, 
whiie in Oklahoma the punishment has been raised in Federal 
District Court. 



In the spring of 1985, two Florida county (Sarasota) 
judges, Frederick De Furia and Becky Titus, devised a plan 
in which individuals convicted of driving under the 
influence would be ordered to affix a bumper sticker to 
their personal vehicle that read "Convicted DUI - Restricted 
License"Individuals convicted of DUI would have their 
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licenses suspended for between six months and one year. 3 a 
person whose license is suspended is eligible for a 
restricted license which would allow the individual to drive 
for employment purposes only. 4 This restricted iicense is 
only granted after the individual completes a driver 
training or substance abuse education course and presents a 
court order for reinstatement.^ Two of the Sarasota county 
judges would not allow reinstatement unless the defendant 
agreed to affix the DUI bumper sticker to their primary 
vehic1e. 6 

On June 13th 1985, Arther Goldschmitt was convicted of 
driving under the influence. 7 Goldschmitt was placed on one 
year of probation, ordered to do fifty hours of community 


service work 

and to 

pay a 

f i ne 

of $265.00 p 

lus court costs.® 

In addition 

Goldschmi11 

was 

ordered to 

attend the DUI 

Counteraction 

Schoo 

1 and 

h i s 

1icense was 

suspended for a 


period of six months. 9 

Goldschmitt requested a restricted license for business 
purposes. 10 The trial judge Frederick A. DeFuria agreed to 
grant a restricted license on the condition that Goldschmitt 


would 

affix 

the 

DUI bumper 

st i cker 

to 

his personal 

vehic1e . 11 If 

th i s 

condition was 

violated 

Gol 

1 dschmitt would 

go to 

jail. 12 
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Goldschmltt, through his attorney Elliot C. Metcalf, 
zobjected to this condition of the probation. 13 The trial 
court overruled this objection. 1 ' 1 This ruling was appealed 
to the Florida Second District Court on July 12, 1985 .^ The 
Appeals Court affirmed the lower court's decision, and a 
rehearing was denied on June 26, 1986. 16 As of this date a 
further appeal has not materialized although attorney 
Metcalf has promised to pursue this case to the U.S. Supreme 
Court if necessary. 17 

Metcalf advanced three major arguments before the 
Appeals Court. Of these arguments two are constitutional, 
while the remaining argument concerns criminal law. The 
appellant's brief can be summarized as follows: 

1) Requiring adhesion of DUI bumper sticker exceeds the 
authority of the trial judge under Florida state law. 

a) County court judges do not have the authority to 
develop new penalties. 

b) Bumper sticker is so punitive as to be unrelated to 
rehabi1itation. 

2) Bumper sticker punishment forces those convicted of a 
crime to spread an ideological message contrary to the 
First Amendment of the United States Constitution. 

3) Requiring defendants to brand themselves as criminals 
is cruel and unusual punishment that violates the 
Eighth Amendment to the United States Constitution. 
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Metcalf argued that the trial Judge exceeded his 
authority by mandating the bumper sticker as a condition of 
his probation. This argument was premised on the bumper 
sticker being a new penalty developed by the courts which 
Metcalf felt was tantamount to "court enacted 
1egis1 ation" . 18 j n ^j g W ords: "The Court is not vested with 
authority to enact laws but only to interpret them. County 
Court Judges may not decide what the appropriate penalties 
for law violations should be: this task belongs to the 
1egisiature."19 

Metcalf concluded that the bumper sticker probation 
constituted a totally new penalty Imposed by the court, but 
lacked a specific statute authorizing its imposition. Under 
these circumstances the imposition of this sentence should 
not stand. 20 

The Florida District Court of Appeal held that the 
trial court could impose special conditions of probation for 
individuals convicted of DUI. It emphasized that the DUI 
probation is no different than any other form of 
probation.21 The sentencing court is permitted to fashion 
special conditions of probation, whether it be a felony, 
misdemeanor, criminal traffic offenses or between county and 
circuit courts. 22 
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As to whether the new penalty Is lawful, the court 
reasoned that a judge is entitled to impose a special 
condition of probation anytime he or she chooses if that 
special condition is lawful.23 The Appeals Court added that 
the conditions of the probation need to be tailored to the 
needs and circumstances of the individual probationer. 2 "^ 

The court noted that the bumper sticker is not imposed 
across-the-board. Judges who do require the bumper sticker 
believe the sticker serves some useful purpose and that 
first-time offenders should have one. 25 

Metcalf argued that the bumper sticker was so punitive 
as to be unrelated to rehabilitation: "The sticker however 
does not require a higher standard of conduct by the 
individual nor does it help prevent future wrongdoing. Thus 
there are no rehabilitative effects from the wearing of the 
sticker. "26 The CO urt responded that the deterrent, and thus 
the rehabilitative effect of the punishment, may be 
heightened if it "inflicts disgrace and contumely in a 
dramatic manner". 27 The court cited United States vs. 
William Anderson Co. Inc. 698 F.2d 911, 913 <8th Cir. 1983), 
where the court approved behavior sanctions imposed as 
conditions of probation for certain white collar criminals. 
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including speeches before civic groups on the evils of price 

fixing.28 

Metcalf raised a constitutional objection by advancing 
the theory that the trial court infringed upon Goldschmltt 
first amendment rights by forcing Goldschnutt to broadcast 
an ideological message through the bumper sticker. 29 Metcalf 
premised this argument on the case of Woolev v. Mavnard 430 
U.S. 705, 97 S.Ct. 1428, 51 L.ed.2d 752 (1977). In this case 
the State of New Jersey printed the motto "Live Free or Die" 
on automobile license plates. A Jehovah's Witness found this 
slogan objectionable due to his religious belief and covered 
up the motto. 30 The individual was convicted of deliberately 
obscuring a portion of his license plate. The Supreme Court 
struck this down noting that the First Amendment protects 
not only one's right to speak but also one's right to 
refrain from speaking. 31 

The Appeals Court rejected this case as a valid 
analogy. First, the court felt that the bumper sticker is 
"no more ideological than a permit to park in a handicapped 
parking space ", 32 Second, the court noted that in Woolev vs. 
Mavnard the defendant's objections to a state motto centered 
on whether criminal penalties could be imposed for defacing 
the tag. 33 In the Goldschmitt case, criminal behavior had 
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already been committed prior to the requirement that the 
message be displayed as a form of penance and a warning to 
other potential wrongdoers.34 

Metcalf's second constitutional argument was that 
requiring defendants to brand themselves as criminals is 
cruel and unusual punishment that violates the Eight 
Amendment to the United States Constitution. Metcalf 
compared the bumper sticker to the punishments of colonial 
times: 

The DU I bumper sticker is unacceptable because 
we no longer live in puritanical times where 
shame and humiliation were used to punish. 

Rather, punishment of defendants is set forth 
according to legislative standards and probation 
is designed to rehabi1itate.35 

Metcalf compared the sticker to the pillory of colonial 
times, where in the Criminal Trial Proceedings in Colonial 
Virginia offenders had to spend an hour in the pillory with 
a placard of his crime affixed to his chest.36 

The Appeals Court once again rejected Metcalf s 
analogy, stating that the differences between the degrading 
physical rigors of the pillory and a small strip of colorful 
adhesive far outweigh the similarities: 37 "The mere 
requirement that a defendant display a "scarlet letter" as 
part of his punishment Is not necessarily offensive to the 
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Const 1 tut ion".38 In addition, the court cited a bizarre case 
to support their position. .In People v. McDowell . 59 Cal. 
App. 3d 807, 130 Cal. Rptr. 839 <1976), the court approved a 
requirement that a purse snatcher must wear taps on his 
shoes whenever he left his residence, despite the defendants 
argument that this was tantamount to a sign saying "I am a 
thief".39 

However, the court warned that such innovative 
dispositions can be carried to extremes which could offend 
constitutional standards. The court referred to the case of 
Bienz v. State . 343 So.2d 913 (Fla. 4th DCA 1977). In this 
case a probationer was ordered into a halfway house with 
directions to obey all instructions. 40 A supervisor accused 
Bienz of behaving like a baby and directed him to wear 
diapers over his regular clothing. 41 Not surprisingly the 
court felt that an adult male wearing diapers in public 
would certainly be demeaning and would be violate this 
constitutional standard. 4 ^ 

In the final analysis the Appeals Court overruled any 
constitutional objections or objections based on criminal 
law. Further, the case offered some general guidelines on 
how such a probation should be carried out: 
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1) The probation should be tailored to the Individual case 
and should not be automatically applied across the board. 

2) The terms of the probation need to be reasonably related 
to the offense. 

3) Judges do have the power to "create 11 the terms of the 
probat 1 on. 

4) Extreme probationary terms can violate constitutional 
standards, but the bumper sticker does not fall Into this 
category. 

Rudlang vs. Midwest City 

In February of 1987, a $5.5 million dollar civil rights 
lawsuit challenging Midwest City's bumper sticker program 
was filed in U.S. District Court In Oklahoma City. On August 
19, 1987, the court granted leave to cousel for the 

plaintiff to withdraw and ordered the plaintiff to obtain 
new counsel or appear in person. On September 30, 1987, the 
Court held a status conference which neither the plaintiff 
nor any counsel on behalf of the plaintiff appeared . The 
Court dismissed the action without prejudice due to the 
plaintiff's failure to obtain new counsel or appear in 
person. The following is an examination of the facts and 
salient legal issues surrounding this case. 

On January 8, 1985, Leonard R. Rudlang was arrested by 
the Midwest City Police for driving under the influence. On 
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January 24, 1985, Judge Kenneth Spears imposed a $200 fine 
and thirty days in Jail, deferred for six months provided 
Rudlang placed a bumper sticker on the bumper of his 
vehicle.43 Rudlang agreed to the deferred sentence and 
signed the appropriate document (see appendix A), 

After a delay (at the time of sentencing Rudlang did 
not own a vehicle), on August 6, 1985 a bumper sticker was 
affixed to Rudlang's vehicle by the Midwest City police 4 ' 4 . 
Shortly thereafter Rudlang drove to a local restaurant/bar 
to meet some friends.44 This action was in direct violation 
of the terms of Rudiang's probation which stated: 

"The car must not be seen parked in front of a retail liquor 
outlet or a business which has the primary function of 
selling any time of liquor." 45 In addition, a restaurant 
employee informed Rudlang he could not be served a drink 
because of the sticker on his car. 46 Whereupon Rudlang 
covered the sticker with a brown paper bag, 47 which violated 
another provision of his probation: "The Dumper sticker must 
not be removed, covered, or obliterated in any manner." 48 

While Rudlang was drinking in the restaurant a Midwest 
City police officer entered the restaurant and placed 
Rudlang under arrest and transported him to the Midwest City 
jail. 49 v/hen Rudlang asked why he was being arrested, he was 
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told It was because he had covered the bumper sticker on his 
car with brown paper. 50 Rudlang was held at the Midwest City 
jail for thirty days. Rudlang alleges in his petition that 
after he was released from Jail, he discovered that the 
inside of his car had been searched. 51 The petition further 
alleges that while Rudlang was incarcerated he was never 
afforded the right to be taken before the Court or to have a 
hearing: He also claims he was denied the right to council, 
the right to bond or the right to make the necessary 
telephone calls, before being incarcerated.^2 

The court brief filed by Rudlang's attorneys Jack 
Freeman and Richard W. Anderson, states that their client 
has been deprived of rights guaranteed by the U.S. 
Constitution as follows: 

1) The rights of association and speech guaranteed under the First 
Amendment. 

2) The freedom of arrest except on probable cause guaranteed by the 
Fourth Amendment to the Constitution. 

3) The right to be informed of the true nature and cause of his arrest, 
guaranteed by the Sixth amendment to the Constitution. 

4 ) The right not to be deprived of liberty of liberty without due 
process of law guaranteed by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments. 

5) The right to privacy guaranteed by the First, Fourth, and Fourteenth 
Amendments. 

6 ) The right to be free of unusual and excessive punishment under the 


57 


Eighth Amendment. 

7) The right to due process of law and the equal protection of the laws 
guaranteed under the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution. 

In addition. Jack Freeman, Rudlang's lawyer, believes that 

"no ordinance exists that authorizes the placing of bumper 

stickers on cars....It's just a judicial flat without any 

statutory authorization of the state or the city."53 

The City of of Midwest City in its defendant's pecition 

denied all the major constitutional al1egat ions, 54 although 

the city did agree on the essential facts of the case. 55 The 

Midwest City Municipal Judge Kenneth Spears who is named as 

a defendant in the case, has been asked not to comment on 

the suit. However, Midwest City police spokesman Sid Stell 

believes city ordinances allow the municipal judges to defer 

sentences. 56 Stell concedes that the bumper sticker is a 

form of "public humi1iat ion".57 In his words: "But's its the 

defendant's choice to be publicly humi1iated....If anybody 

violated Mr. Rudlang's civil rights he did."5*3 However, Jack 

Freeman feels that Rudlang's option of placing the bumper 

sticker on his car or spending a month in jail was not much 

of a choice. 59 

Considering that this case was not decided by the 
Federal District Court, it is difficult to assess the legal 
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merits of the 


Rudlang suit. However, the legal precepts 
established in "Goldschmitt" and the legal briefs filed in 
"Rudlang" have sketched the legal environment surrounding 
this punishment. In short, the Midwest City bumper sticker 
appears to be legal, but the events surrounding the arrest 
of Rudlang are legally questionable. 60 This point is 
underscored by Rudlang's seven constitutional 

objections-only two were related to the bumper sticker 

itself, while the remaining constitutional objections 
concern how the program is executed. Of the remaining two 
objections, the First Amendment and the Eight Amendment, the 
Florida Appeals Court has already ruled in favor of the 
bumper sticker. 

Specifically, a major legal violation occurred if 
Rudlang was arrested without a warrant. Rudlang by visiting 
the restaurant was not violating any laws at large, and thus 
he could not be legally arrested without a warrant. 61 
Further, the legality of the terms of the probation that 
prohibit the defendant from visiting establishments that 
sell liquor is legally suspect. In summary the bumper 
sticker is probably legal but the circumstances in how the 
program was executed in some cases may be questionable. 62 
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An additional unrelated factor Is that these cases of 


this type generally follow the "American Rule" of court 
costs. That is each party pays for its own legal fees. Thus 
Midwest City will incur large legal fees regardless of the 
court's decision. This is a factor the any governing entity 
will need to consider when adopting this kind of a program. 

Legislative Activity: The Kellar bill 

On February 21, 1985 now retired Oklahoma State Senator 
E.W. Kellar introduced a bill that would have implemented 
"DUI humiliation" on a statewide level. Under Kellar's bill 
any state or municipal DUI conviction would be reported to 
the Oklahoma Tax Commission, whereupon the Tax Commission 
would notify the convicted individual to make an application 
for a special distinctive replacement license plate bearing 
the lettering, "DUI". 63 The special license plate would 
remain affixed to the vehicle for one calendar year from the 
date the special license plate is received from the 
Commission 64 . 

The Kellar bill was inspired by a similar Ohio 
program. 65 The Ohio law is broader in its scope. An offender 
in Ohio convicted of drunk driving, fleeing and eluding a 
police officer, leaving the scene of an accident or drag 
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racing or any felony offense in which a motor vehicle was 
utilized can have the regular plate removed from the car and 
a special plate affixed for the duration of the license 
suspension or as long as ten years for a third offense 66 . 

The Kellar bill died in committee. On March 19, 1985, 

Kellar attempted to get the bill reported out of committee 
by an emergency floor vote. To achieve this a two-thirds 
majority is required. This attempt failed when Keliar 
garnered only twenty-four of the thirty-two needed votes. 
The breakdown of this vote was interesting: 

Three Senators were legitimately absent = 6.25% 

Seven were "diplomatically sick" = 14.58% 

Fourteen voted not to report the bill = 29.16% 

Twenty-four voted in favor of reporting the bill = 50.00% 

In this case those senators who were "diplomatically sick" 

were present but chose not to vote on this issue. A cursory 

examination of the roll call votes taken that day reveal 

that the percentage of "diplomatically sick" senators was 

unusually high on this vote. This fact underscores the 

controversial nature of this issue. Kellar blames his 

failure on the perceptions of many senators that the DUI tag 

was akin to "branding someone's forehead". 67 

Another important ramification of Kellar's failure was 
that it provided the basis for the charges of judicial fiat 
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for any municipality that tries to implement this kind of 
punishment. 
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VII. CONCLUSIONS 


When the Midwest City bumper sticker program was 
initiated in February 1985, it received widespread 
attention. Media and various law enforcement agencies from 
around the world asked for details. 1 

The concept of social stigma or humiliation was a new 
alternative as opposed to the traditional court sentences of 
jail time or fines. Since the inception of the program the 
program has faced a legal challenge and has aroused a great 
deal of controversy. Early statistics indicate that the 
program may be helpful in reducing DUI on the micro and 
macro levels. 

By late 1987 the bumper sticker punishment had fallen 
into disfavor in Midwest City. Midwest City prosecuting 
attorney Cathy Dodson has been recommending traditional 
means of punishment for the DUI offender. 2 Midwest City 
court records show the last bumper sticker was issued in 
February 1987. 3 The city attorney for Midwest City, while 
agreeing that the program is constitutional, admits he 
personally doesn't care for the DUI bumper sticker as a form 
of sentencing. The most likely explanation for this trend is 
the legal debate surrounding the punishment. 
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Despite these problems "public humiliation" as a form of 
punishment has spread In recent years. In 1979, New York 
Mayor Ed Koch used a similar punishment employing the city's 
radio station. The program was called "The John Hour." The 
customers of prostitutes found their names being read 
aloud.4 in Rockport, Texas, intoxicated motorists are 
photographed (while intoxicated) as they walk from the squad 
car to the jailhouse door. 5 The next day DUI offenders grace 
the pages of the local newspaper. 6 

Considering the serious consequences of DUI offenses 
many more communities may consider this form of punishment. 
Perhaps the case study of the Midwest City bumper sticker 
program will serve as a useful guide in their deliberations. 
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NlghtlIne . May 20, 1986. 

5- M.K. Guzda. "Toast of the Coast", Editor and Publisher . 

June 9, 1984. 
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Append!* A 

D.U.I. BUMPER STICKER PROGRAM 


UPON ACCEPTANCE OF THE USE OF THE DUI/DWI BUMPER STICKER AS A 
CONDITION OF A DEFERRED SENTENCE OR IN LIEU OF JAIL TIME, THE FOLLOWING 
CONDITIONS MUST BE ADHERED TO: 

1. THE CAR MUST BE DRIVEN AS YOU WOULD NORMALLY DRIVE IT. 

2. THE BVMFFE STICKER MUST BF REMOVED. COVERED, OR OBLITERATED 

IN ANY . 

3. THE CAR MUST NOT BE SEEN PARKED IN FRONT OF A RETAIL LIQUOR 
CUTLET OR A BUSINESS WHICH HAS THE PRIMARY FUNCTION OF SELLING 
ANY TYPE OF LIQUOR. 

U. YOU MUST COMPLETE ALL OTHER REQUIREMENTS OF YOUR DEFERRED 
SENTENCE (SCHOOL, AA, COUNSELLING, ETC.) 

5. YOU MAY NOT RECEIVE ANY ADDITIONAL CHARGES DURING THE PERIOD 
OF YOUR DEFERMENT. A CHARGE OF PUBLIC INTOXICATION OR A SERIOUS 
TRAFFIC VIOLATION COULD RESULT IN REVOCATION AND IMPOSITION OF 
MAXIMUM PUNISHMENT ($200.00 FINE, OR 30 DAYS IN JAIL). 

IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THE POLICE DEPARTMENT RUNS PERIODIC CHECKS 
ON THOSE ASSIGNED BUMPER STICKERS AND VIOLATERS ARE BROUGHT BEFORE 
THE JUDGE FOR ACCELERATION OF SENTENCE. THIS WILL BE ACCOMPLISHED 
BY THE ISSUANCE OF A WARRANT. 

UPON RECEIPT OF THE INFORMATION REGARDING YOUR DEFERRED SENTENCE 
AND A BUMPER STICKER, YOU ARE TO REPORT TO THE POLICE DEPARTMENT 
TO HAVE THE BUMPER STICKER PLACED ON YOUR CAR. AT THAT TIME AN ODOMETER 
READING WILL BE TAKEN. 

YOU MUST RETURN TO THE POLICE DEPARTMENT ON YOU DEFERRED SENTENCE 
ENDING DATE TO HAVE THE BUMPER STICKER REMOVED AND AN ENDING ODCMETER 
READING. TT IS ALSO REQUIRED THAT YOU APPEAR BEFORE THE JUDGE ON 
THE SAME DATE. 

IF THE VEHICLE IS DISABLED MECHANICALLY, WRECKED, OR SOLD, THE 
DEFENDANT MUST BRING THE REPLACEMENT VEHICLE TO POLICE DEADOUARTERS 
AS SOON AS IT IS OBTAINED TO HAVE A NEW FORM AND NEW STICKER AFFIXED. 
THE LOCATION OF THE FIRST VEHICLE MUST BE RELAYED TO THE POLICE SUPER¬ 
VISOR WHO SILL ARRANGE FOR THE STICKER TO BE REMOVED AND RETURNED 
TO THE MUNICIPAL COURT WITH THE ORIGINAL FORM. 

IF THERE IS ANY REASON WHY YCU WILL BE UNABLE TO DRIVE A VEHICLE 
DURING YOUR TIME OF DEFERMENT AND USE OF THE BLMPER STICKER, THIS 
INFORMATION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO THE JUDGE AT THE TIME YCU ARE PLACED 
IN THE PROGRAM. ACCEPTABLE REASONS WOULD BE: 

1. DRIVERS LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR ENTIRE TIME OF YOUR DEFERMENT 
WITH NO TEMPORARY DRIVING PRIVILEGES. 

2. VEHICLE WAS OR IS BEING REPAIRED (PROOF REQUIRED). 

3. VEHICLE WAS SOLD AND YOU DO NOT HAVE PLANS TO BUY ANOTHER 
DURING YOU DEFERMENT. (PROOF REQUIRED). 

DURING THE TIME YOU ARE IN THE PROGRAM, IF YOU SELL YOUR VEHICLE, 
REQUIRE A REPLACEMENT BLMPER OR HAVE ANYTHING OCCUR WHICH WOULD INTER¬ 
FERE WITH YOUR COMPLIANCE OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE PROGRAM, YOU 
MUST CONTACT EITHER THE POLICE DEPARTMENT OF THE COURT CLERK, WHO 
WILL ADVISE YOU OF THE PROPER PROCEEDURES TO FOLLOW. 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THE PROGRAM OR THE PENALTIES 
FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY, CONTACT THE COURT CLERK'S OFFICE. THE NUMBER 
IS 732-2281 EXTENSION 281. 


MUNICIPAL JUDGE 


DATE 


DEFENDANT SIGNATURE DATE 
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STATE Or OKLAHOMA 

1st Session o£ the 40th Legislature (1985) 
SENATE BILL NO. BY: KELLER 


AS INTRODUCED 

AN ACT RELATING TO CRIMES AND PUNISHMENTS; 
REQUIRING SPECIAL LICENSE TAGS FOR PERSONS 
CONVICTED OF DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF 
ALCOHOL) REQUIRING PLACEMENT OF THE SPECIAL 
LICENSE PLATE ON THE PERSON'S PRIMARY USE 
VEHICLES; STATING REQUIREMENTS AND SPECIFICATIONS 
OF SPECIAL LICENSE TAGS; PROVIDING LAW ENFORCEMENT 
OFFICERS PRIMA FACIE EVIDENCE OF PAST VIOLATIONS; 
AUTHORIZING CHEMICAL TESTING IN CERTAIN . 
CIRCUMSTANCES; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE 
DATE. 


BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA: 

SECTION 1. NEW LAW A new section of law to be codified in 

the Oklahoma Statutes as Section 22.4d of Title 47, unless there is 
created a duplication in numbering, reads as follows: 

A. Upon the filing of a judgment and sentence from a criminal 
action or proceeding in either a- state or municipal court due to acts 
committed by any person having been convicted of driving or in actual 
physical control of a motor vehicle while under the influence of 
alcohol or intoxicating liquor the court clerk shall provide to the 
Oklahoma Tax Commission a certified copy of the judgment and 
sentence. Upon receiving the copy the Commission shall notify the 
person convicted, requiring the person to make application for a 
special distinctive replacement license plate bearing the lettering, 
"DUI" according to judgment and sentence. The issuance of the 
special license plate shall be attached to the person's primary use 
vehicle. The special license plate shall remain upon the vehicle 
securely attached to the rear of the vehicle for one (1) calendar 
year from the date the special license plate is received from the 
Commission. The special license plate lettering and numbers must be 
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1 clearly visible at. all times. Any person replacing a primary use 

2 vehicle must attach the special license plate to the replacement 

3 vehicle. 

4 B. The license plates required under the provisions of this act 

5 sha-ll conform to the requirements and specifications listed as 

6 follows: 

7 1. Each license plate shall have a black graphic background with 

8 white reflection lettering. The license plates shall bear the 

9 distinctive letters "DUI" in large lettering and shall be numbered in 

10 sequence from zero through nine thousand nine hundred ninety-nine 

11 after the letters "DUI". Special license plates for motorcycles and 

12 mopeds shall be issued and shall have a decal placed vertically on 

13 the left side on which the lettering "DOI" 3hall be printed in 

14 addition to the information included upon all yearly decals as 

15 required by Section 22.4c of Title 47 of the Oklahoma Statutes. The 
18 special license plate shall be in lieu of the regular license plate 

17 and shall be attached to all vehicles registered to the person 

18 convicted of driving or in actual physical control of a motor vehicle 

19 under the influence of alcohol or intoxicating liquor; 

20 2. The Commission shall design and prepare the special license 

21 plate. The Commission shall set an annual fee for the cost of 

22 production and design. This fee shall be in addition to other fees 

23 required by law excluding the annual license fee established pursuant 

24 to Section 22.5 of Title 47 of the Oklahoma Statutes. The revenue 

25 collected shall be used to defray production and design cost. 

26 C. Any motor vehicle with a special license plate attached to it 

27 as defined in subsection B of this section, shall be prime facie 

28 evidence of a past motor vehicle violation and any authorized law 

29 enforcement officer in official uniform and on duty may stop and 

30 detain the driver and occupants of the vehicle. 

31 Upon further investigation, if the officer has reason to believe 

32 the person driving is under the influence of any intoxicating 

33 substance, as defined in the Uniform Controlled Dangerous Substances 

34 Act, the person may be put under arrest and if arrested for any 

35 offense arising out of acts alleged to have been committed while the 
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persbn was operating or in actual physical control of a motor vehicle 
upon the public roads, highways, streets, turnpikes or other public 
place while under the influence of alcohol or other intoxicating 
substance, or the combined influence of alcohol and any other 
intoxicating substance shall be deemed to have given consent to a 
chemical test for determining alcohol content of blood. If upon 
investigation it is determined that a violation has not occurred the 
person and occupants shall not be detained. 

SECTION 2. This act shall become effective November 1, 198S. 

40-1-0292 SBDtlmt 02/11/85 
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Appendix D 

Midwest City-Alcohol Related Accidents / Midwest City Total Accident 
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Del City Alcohol related Incidents/ (total breakdown injury/non Injury not available) 
Figures adjusted to reflect equal population base (n X 2.0446428) with Midwest City. 



It Is important to note that the 
conpanson of the Del City figures 
Is comparing Apples and Oranges. 
This is due to the fact that the 
Del City numbers reflect a wider 
variety of DUI offenses. However, 
a comparison of trends can be 
made. 
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Note that these figures are particularly useful for they provide for a direct comparison 
with the Midwest City statistics. 


July 1984 - Approval of Liquor by the drink. 

May 1983 - drinking age raised to 21/ liquor laws toughened, 
feo 1985 - Midwest city Initiates bumper sticker program. 




